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Abstract
Individuals often encounter challenges balancing
collaboration and competition in organizational life.
Although paradoxes exist in all organizations, there is
minimal empirical research investigating paradoxical
tensions at the micro level. Furthermore, previous
organizational studies have overlooked employees
emotionally driven acts. To fill these research gap, this
study examined the paradoxical relationships between
espoused cultural values, perceived organizational
culture, negative emotions (fear of social exclusion),
and knowledge sharing in South Korean organizations.
The results show that paradoxical tensions between
espoused Confucian culture and knowledge sharing
supportive culture result in fear of social exclusion.
Subsequently, fear of social exclusion has a negative
association with knowledge sharing intention. This
study contributes to micro-level research of paradoxes
by examining the paradoxes of belonging and of
performance at the individual level and their influence
on employees’ knowledge-sharing behavior.

1. Introduction
Paradoxes exist in all organizations. Paradoxes are
defined as concurrent and seemingly mutually
exclusive elements [45]. At the individual level, a
paradox is a socially, contextually, and culturally
constructed phenomenon [46]. That is, while one actor
might see two elements as contradictory, another actor
might not. Much of the current research on paradoxical
tension attempts to understand how organizations and
individuals manage dilemmas and paradoxes in various
organizational contexts (e.g., [49]). However, there is
scant empirical research that aims to understand the
cultural and contextual conditions that foster
paradoxical tensions at the individual level.
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Notwithstanding Keller et al. [37]’s study, which
provides an insight to the cultural and organizational
conditions that influence individuals’ espousal of
paradoxical frames. Furthermore, recent papers call for
additional empirical studies to better understand the
intricacies of cultural backgrounds influence on
individuals’ construal of paradoxes [42,55].
Early studies emphasized emotions as critical in
understanding paradoxes. For example, Huy [34]
suggested that paradoxical tensions might result in a
negative emotional state such as anxiety and fear.
Although Schad et al. [55] called for further research
detailing the relationship between negative emotions
and individual paradoxical response, to date, there is
minimal empirical research that examined the
relationships between paradoxical context, negative
emotions and employees’ behavioral intentions.
Research has suggested that knowledge sharing
(KS) among organizational members positively affects
organizational
performance
[17].
However,
encouraging knowledge sharing is still problematic as
professionals are reluctant to share their knowledge
and expertise. KS in organizations is greatly influenced
by the cultural values of individuals [28] and by
organizational culture [1]. House et al. [27] provides
two distinct types of cultural manifestations (i.e.,
cultural practices and values). Our study focuses on
cultural values regarding accepted behavior (shouldbe) rather than cultural practices (as-is).
In Western cultures, KS is a relatively
straightforward process driven mostly by a rational
decision
process
and
cost-benefit
analysis.
Withholding information is often considered a “job
security” strategy while sharing information in public
is used as a tactic to earn reputation, impress superiors
and obtain job advancement [17,50].
In Asian cultures (especially ones rooted in
Confucian teachings), KS is the product of an implicit
emotional dilemma derived from the paradoxical
tension between cultural norms and organizational
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culture. This paradox is especially salient in South
Korea (hereafter, Korea). Korea is known as the
“miracle on the Han river” due to the country’s rapid
technological and economic development. In the past,
Confucian cultural factors such as strong leadership,
tendencies to be moderate, interpersonal work
relationships emulating a family bond, cooperation,
and diligence [66] have been considered as major
drivers of these rapid technological developments.
However, recently, the Korean government has been
calling for the development of a more creative rather
than efficiency-driven economy [70].
From organizational task-performance and strategic
perspectives, fostering an organizational culture of
innovation, teamwork, openness, and trust suggests
that KS is likely to benefit the organization (e.g., [1,
40]). On the other hand, from a cultural perspective,
maintaining one’s place in the group, the dominance of
seniors, team harmony, loss of face [39], and low
tolerance for mistakes [52] might limit KS among
organizational members. For example, organizational
members might be reluctant to share knowledge if they
feel that they are perceived by their peers as different,
or defiant (i.e., knowing more than the project leader)
[39]. Specifically, the dilemma between KS supportive
organizational culture and the traditional high power
distance in Asian cultures could result in what Luscher
et al. [45] term as the paradox of performing. The
paradox of performing occurs when individuals receive
contradictory demands and mixed messages. The
dilemma between KS supportive organizational culture
and collectivism and Confucian Dynamism (CD) could
result in a paradox of belonging [45]. A paradox of
belonging exists if an employee belongs to multiple
sub-groups with conflicting interests or sub-cultures. A
paradox of belonging could also occur when there is a
conflict between the individual’s social identity
(employees) and cultural identity (self-concept).
In this paper, we argue that these dilemmas could
manifest themselves in negative emotions (i.e., [34])
such as fear of social exclusion. Given the collective
nature of Korean society, fear of social exclusion is a
strong emotion and thus fits in the unpleasant-high
activation quadrant described by [34]. Such emotion
could be paralyzing [20,34] leading to employees’ antisocial behavior such as reduced intension to share their
knowledge. The goal of this paper is to answer the
following research question: How does the paradoxical
tension between organizational and national cultures
influence fear of social exclusion and KS in
organizations?
This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
introduce the theoretical foundations of our research.
Sections 3, 4 and 5 describe the research model,
hypotheses and research methodology followed by the

study’s results and analysis. We conclude with a
discussion of the results, theoretical and practical
implications, suggestions for future research, and a
summary.

2. Theoretical background
2.1. Paradox theory
Paradox is defined as a persistent contradiction
between interdependent elements [55] that needs to be
managed to achieve positive outcomes [42].
Paradoxical tensions can be contradictory and
synergetic concurrently [10,53,55]. Paradox has been
applied as a meta-theory in management research such
as governance [16], change management [20, 34], and
innovation management [2]. While the contingency
approach to management suggests the selection of one
“best of breed” solution, paradox theory suggests a
middle of the way approach [2,57]. This approach is
especially applicable to East Asian cultures [37,61].
2.1.1. Individual level. Although limited, studies at
the individual level have examined the effect of
paradoxical tension on organizational actors’ cognition
and emotions. Several researchers identified individual
cognitive aptitude associated with a greater ability to
amalgamate paradoxes. This aptitude has been termed
paradoxical thinking and was found to influence
creativity [55,58]. The main premise of these studies is
that while organizational paradoxical tension always
exists, individual’s perceptions of such tensions depend
on their paradoxical frames [55,58] and paradoxical
mindset [2]. Individuals use paradoxical frames when
they classify a condition by using two opposing
categories [37]. Luscher et al. [45] defined ‘paradox of
performance’ as related to mixed messages from the
manager to her subordinates and ‘paradox of
belonging’ as associated with the interrelatedness of
the individual and the group. For example, ‘paradox of
performance’ could occur when a manager verbally
promotes self-management and flexibility in problem
solving. However, in actuality, the manager expects
traditional top-down processes [46]. A paradox of
belonging could occur when an individual is deciding,
“Should I express myself and risk being wrong OR
remain silent and risk not belonging?” [46: p. 231].
Paradoxical tensions can also foster anxiety and
uncertainty [46,56], frustration, and fear [34]. Anxiety
can promote individuals to apply splitting and
projecting defenses, thus construing in- and out-groups
[4]. Fiol [20] discusses the dynamics between
individual identity and organizational identity in the
form of structure and processes. Following Fiol’s [23]
line of inquiry, we examine the effect of the dynamics
between individual identity (i.e., espoused culture) and
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organizational identity (i.e., organizational culture) on
employees’ behavioral attitude.
2.1.2. Culture and paradox. Using paradoxical
frames depends on contextual conditions and the set of
beliefs the individual uses to encode these conditions.
Thus, individuals’ paradoxical frames are often
influenced by culture and context [37]. Individuals
influenced by East-Asian culture are more likely to
adopt paradoxical mindsets than individuals influenced
by Western culture. This is because Eastern culture is
generally orientated towards embracing contractions
[54]. Eastern thinking stresses harmony and “middle of
the way” solutions [10,11]. That is, Eastern roots apply
paradoxical perspectives to explore the nature of
existence [55] and highlight contradictions such as
light-dark and life-death [10,53]. Eastern narrative also
emphasizes that contradictions should be embraced and
integrated as the world is constantly changing [53].
Conversely,
Western
thinking
emphasizes
contradictions and distinctions [10,12] and “either/or”
perspective [53]. Furthermore, traditional western
philosophy emphasizes separating paradoxical
elements [10,11,19]. Thus, individuals influenced by
Eastern philosophy are more likely to engage in
simultaneously cooperative and competitive behavior
than individuals influenced by Western culture [14,37].
As stated above, paradoxical tension and framing is
influenced by context and culture. For example, open
organizational culture could help organizations to
manage
paradoxical
tension
by
achieving
ambidexterity [44].

2.2. Organizational culture
In this study, we focus on three dimensions of
organizational culture that influence KS in
organizations: innovation, fairness, and affiliation.
Prior studies suggest the association between
innovativeness and KS in organizations. Alavi et al. [1]
found that organizational values on innovativeness
promoted collaborative use of knowledge management
(KM) tools. Innovativeness includes experimenting,
flexibility, taking initiative, and risk taking behaviors
[9]. Items that are often used to measure
innovativeness such as openness and flexibility also
facilitate KS since they encourage interaction among
individuals [1, 36].
Fair and supportive culture is critical in the context
of KS due to the public goods dilemma. Organizational
knowledge could be considered a public good similar
to public parks. Since access to organizational
knowledge is not limited to the contributors, free-riders
might leverage that knowledge without any
contribution to its provision [62]. The public goods

dilemma suggests that if everyone shares their
knowledge and one does not, one can still use the good
(i.e., knowledge) with no cost to him/her.
Alternatively, if no one or only a few employees share
their knowledge, one is withholding a wasted
contribution. Fair and supportive culture builds trust
between organizational members and serves to
overcome the public goods dilemma associated with
KS. Prior research found that supportive, fair, and
trusting culture promotes KS within an organization or
working group [3, 36].
The last dimension is team orientation, which refers
to togetherness among an organization's members. An
organizational member is considered affiliated if she is
collaborative and focuses on team harmony. Affiliation
was shown to have a positive association with KS
intention [7]. Furthermore, belonging to a team tends
to overcome the public goods dilemma by increasing
members’ tendency to contribute.
Organizational culture could enable or hinder
employees’ KS intentions [3]. In this study, we focus
on KS supportive organizational culture. For the sake
of brevity, we will use the term “KS culture” to denote
an organizational culture that supports and promotes
the sharing of information. Many organizations try to
build a KS culture to achieve their business goals and
organizational performance. However, we posit that
the dilemma between Eastern cultural values or beliefs
and KS culture could lead to paradoxical tension and
negative emotions. Subsequent KS intension might
vary by employee depending on their paradoxical
framing. We suggest that organizational members in
Asian cultures have to oscillate between KS culture
and espoused culture uneasiness towards excessive KS.

2.3. Espoused cultural dimensions
Confucianism was introduced to the Koryo dynasty
(918-1392) and was further entrenched in Korea during
the Joseon dynasty (1392-1910), which has become the
state ideology, a dominant system of beliefs and values
about man, society, political legitimacy, and authority
[38]. While traditional Confucianism addresses social
relationships such as ruler-subject, father-son,
husband-wife, elder-younger, and friend-friend [8], it
has been extended and used to explain communication
in the workplace [41]. For this study, we selected three
cultural dimensions to represent Confucian values
dominant in Korea (for details, see [30]).
The first dimension is collectivism. We selected ingroup collectivism rather than institutional collectivism
[33] since our study investigates the effect of cultural
values on fear of exclusion. The level of collectivism
(or individualism) of organizational employees
represents the affinity of the individual to the group
and the degree to which the individual is loyal to the
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group [63]. Members of a collectivist society have
cohesive relationships and are more likely to show
loyalty to the group [29].
The second dimension is power distance (PD),
which is used to a measure the power differential
between seniors (선배 in Korean) and juniors (후배 in
Korean), or supervisors and subordinates. In low PD
environments, employees perceive their supervisors as
accessible. In high PD environments, employees
perceive their supervisors as inaccessible and
“different kind of people” [27:p.46]. The last
dimension is common in Asian society and is termed
Confucian Dynamism [29]. The ordering relationship
espoused by CD is similar, but not identical, to the one
suggested by PD. While ordering is an accepted reality
in high PD cultures, it does not imply the existence of
respect towards seniors. In contrast, CD implies
reverence and respect for seniors ([5, 28]. In addition,
individuals with high Confucianism scores are highly
sensitive to humility and harmony [30,39].
Organizational members in Asian cultures may feel
conflicted between the need to maintain group
harmony and one’s place in the group and the need to
be innovative and creative. The collectivism, PD, and
CD scores for Korea are relatively high compared to
other cultures. Every aspect of Korean life is based on
a social hierarchy determined by age, years at the
company, position in a group, or educational
background [51]. As apparent from the above
discussion, traditional Asian cultural dimensions might
create paradoxical tensions vis-à-vis modern
organizational life. This paradox may lead to negative
emotions.

2.4. Negative emotions
The prevailing bounded rationality paradigm often
used in organizational studies to examine decisionmaking, work motivation, leadership, conflict, and
negotiation has overlooked employees’ subconsciously
and emotionally driven acts [18, 23]. “Emotions and
feelings state direct attention to events, thoughts or
stimuli, organize perceptual and thought processes, as
well as activate and motivate many, if not most,
aspects of human behavior [60: p.4].” Although
emotions play a critical role in interpersonal behavior
[70], they have been overlooked in organizational
behavior research [18]. Furthermore, the effect of
negative emotions such as fear, guilt, or anxiety on the
behavior of employees in the organization has received
limited attention [18,21].
The expression of emotions provides the way
people interpret and evaluate others’ intentions and
behavior [18]. When individuals face an unpleasant,
high intensity tension, they are likely to become

agitated, fearful, or anxious [34]. Furthermore,
negative emotions are contextually and culturally
dependent. We suggest that the concurrent but
seemingly conflicting existence of individual cultural
values (i.e., collectivism, PD, and CD) and KS culture
(i.e., innovativeness, fairness and affiliation) is likely
to influence employees’ perceived fear of social
exclusion.
Belonging is an inherent need for most people.
However, that need is magnified for individuals with
high collectivistic scores. The core cultural norms and
ideal of collectivist culture is to achieve and promote
harmonious interdependence among people [39]. For
this study, we selected two types of social exclusion
that we deemed relevant to the paradoxical tension
created by the espoused Confucian culture in East Asia
and perceived organizational KS culture in most
organizations in modern Korea: contextual and
hierarchical social exclusion. The first social exclusion
refers to exclusion of organizational members who do
not share knowledge and thus hinder their team’s
success. We posit that fear of contextual hierarchical
exclusion is the result of the “paradox of belonging”
[46]. The second hierarchical social exclusion refers to
the exclusion of organizational members with strong
ties to a supervisor or a manager. We posit that fear of
hierarchical exclusion is the result of both the paradox
of performance and paradox of belonging [46]. While
KS culture supports openness, fairness, and flexibility,
the power differentiation common in Asian cultures
(PD) demands top-down and strict communication
protocols, thus sending mixed messages. Employees
with strong ties to their manager might forgo the
established protocols and share information regardless
of their place in the hierarchy, resulting in social
exclusion by their colleagues. Furthermore, employees
may feel negative emotions since they cannot share
useful information with their manager that may
improve organizational performance, nor can they
hoard information to maintain harmony with their
colleagues.

3. Research model development
The extant literature has identified social and
cultural attributes of an organization that facilitates KS
[19, 48, 61]. In this study, we examine the paradoxical
influence of the tension between organizational culture
and cultural values on KS. Figure 1 depicts our
research model.
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environments, Confucianism suggests that the form of
the communication will vary but not the content [41].
Therefore, organizational members with a high CD
score are more likely to share their knowledge with
their colleagues regardless of rank. In high CD
cultures, long-term relationships with colleagues are
also expected [5,23]. Thus, organizational members are
likely to share their knowledge to appease others.
Given the conflicting effects of espoused culture on
KS, we propose that there is no direct positive or
negative effect of espoused culture on KS in the
Korean context. Hence:
Figure 1. Research Model

Prior research on KS emphasizes the significance
of collectivism [65,67]. Collectivistic norms or values
positively
influence
organizational
members’
willingness to share knowledge within their referent
group due to their inclination towards cooperation
[65,67]. However, the above assertion is rather
simplistic and contextual. Collectivistic values
combined with Confucian humility create a paradox.
While the need to cooperate increases KS intention,
group harmony may hinder KS. That is, organizational
members may be reluctant to share their knowledge if
they feel that they are perceived as different, disturb
the “‘normal order” [39], or are overly ambitious.
Exhibiting superior expertise may hinder unity.
In high PD cultures, the processing of knowledge
occurs according to hierarchical order within the
organization or team [28,35]. Supervisors traditionally
have more access to important information and
knowledge from external resources than their
subordinates [6]. For example, employees with less
power in the organization tend to provide information
to those with more power. Conversely, people with
more power tend to share information with their peers
rather than with those in a lower power position [35].
Thus, the direction of knowledge flow is likely to be
more restricted in high PD than in low PD cultures.
Moreover, seniors in Korean companies expect the use
of a special code of conduct to show respect for
seniority [41]. For example, forms and contents of
greetings and messages vary based on the status of the
receiver (colleague versus supervisor) and sender.
These restrictions in knowledge flow and expression
could cause infrequent communication among team
members. Therefore, organizational members who
perceive power differences are less likely to share their
knowledge.
Ordering relationships by status and observing this
order is one of the major characteristics of CD and is
based on an unequal status relationship between people
[31]. While communication with seniors requires
formality [41], which may hinder KS in high PD

H1: Espoused culture has no association with the
intention to share knowledge within an organization.
In this study, we focus on the common negative
human emotion of fear. Fear can be seen as a warning
signal that a specific desire is associated with a danger
or threat. Fear can force an individual to reconsider
their decisions or social behavior [24]. For example, a
person may postpone quitting her current job in an
economic downturn because she is anxious about
unemployment. As stated above, paradoxical tension
could lead to an emotional state [34]. The propensity to
form attachments, and to live and work in groups has a
strong evolutionary basis. The fundamental human
works and lives in groups because groups enable
survival
and
reproduction
[18].
Decreased
belongingness may be associated with threats to the
individual’s wellbeing. The need for social
belongingness and fear of social exclusion is likely to
be stronger in collectivistic societies. Furthermore, in
Confucian culture, the need for harmonious relations
with one’s referent group is a basic tenet of life
[14,39].
In collectivist cultures, being a member of a group
is more important than having autonomy [36]. The first
step of the Korean culture cycle is to build an
emotional bonding community [14]. When two
Koreans meet, they typically exchange personal
information (e.g., age, hometown, educational
background, and hobbies) and try to find some
common background [14]. This could be due to the
Korean dominant tendency of “in-group harmony.”
Non-members of the in-group are invisible and often
ignored [14]. Conversely, maintaining harmonious
relationships with one’s in-group is paramount. As
stated above, the interplay between collaboration and
harmony could cause paradoxical tensions. The need to
share knowledge versus the need for harmonious
relationships may result in fear of social exclusion (i.e.,
members who do not share information are excluded
from the team. While members who share too much
knowledge are seen as pretentious and could also be
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excluded from the team). Thus, individuals in
Confucian cultures are more likely to perceive fear of
contextual social exclusion.
Furthermore, close relationships with a manager (or
senior) are likely to interfere with the social hierarchy
common in Asian cultures. Employees who are
sensitive to the power differential common in Asian
cultures are more likely to be concerned with social
exclusion due to their relationships with their managers
than are employees with low PD. Thus, we suggest that
the espoused culture in Korea is likely to instill fear of
hierarchical social exclusion, when the power
differential decorum is ignored.
H2: Espoused culture is positively associated with
the perceived fear of social exclusion in Korean
organizations.
People have an inherent need to belong. The
absence of a sense of belonging could threaten an
individual’s wellbeing. Pro-social behavior within an
organization depends on the belief that one is part of a
community whose members seeks to aid and support
each other [64]. However, when people feel excluded,
their inclination to perform pro-social behavior is
reduced or possibly eliminated [64]. Furthermore,
since fear of social exclusion fits in the unpleasanthigh activation quadrant of the Circumplex model of
emotions [40], such emotion could be paralyzing [20,
34], leading employees’ to engage in anti-social
behavior. Thus, when organizational members fear
social exclusion, their inclination would be not to
express their opinions or share knowledge [46]. Hence:
H3: Perceived fear of social exclusion is negatively
associated with the intention to share knowledge within
an organization in Korea.
Previous studies investigated cultural attributes of
an organization, which lead to KS [1,19,61]. KS of
employees is influenced by organization culture (i.e., a
set of shared values or beliefs) since it is a voluntary
behavior [1]. Organizational culture of innovativeness
stimulates interactions among employees and a
disposition toward knowledge sharing as a problemsolving strategy [26]. Organizational culture of fairness
promotes KS within an organization or working group
by building trust between organizational members [8].
Fairness also helps employees overcome the public
goods dilemma (i.e., knowledge) [3]. Organizational
culture of affiliation emphasizes collaboration and
teamwork and is shown to have a positive association
with KS intention [7]. Hence, KS culture positively
affects KS intentions of individuals.

H4: KS culture is positively associated with the
intention to share knowledge within an organization.
We suggest that when the paradoxical pendulum
oscillates
towards
organizational
culture
of
innovativeness, fairness, and affiliation, individuals are
less likely to fear exclusion. For example,
organizational fairness suggests that employees’ needs
are understood and supported. Thus, an employee is
less likely to be excluded even if they have strong ties
to their manager. Similarly, affiliation suggests that
employees are an integral part of the team.
Furthermore, innovativeness and flexibility suggest
that there is no risk of reprimand if an employee shares
erroneous information [1,36]. Hence, we hypothesize
that:
H5: KS culture is negatively associated with the
perceived fear of social exclusion in Korean
organizations.

4. Research method
The unit of analysis is the individual who works in
an organization. Most of the questions are based on
previous instruments, while others are newly
developed. Existing measures for collectivism [24],
power distance [59], Confucian dynamism [5],
perceived KS culture [7] and knowledge sharing [7]
were adapted and modified based on our research
context. We developed new items for the fear of
exclusion construct.
We used a convenience sample. We contacted
managers within each company and asked the
managers to share a list of project members. These
members were invited to participate in the study.
Respondents were able to participate in the study either
by mailing a completed paper questionnaire or by
submitting an online version of the survey. A total of
187 respondents returned the questionnaires by e-mail
(32; 17.1%), paper (82; 43.9%) or online (73; 39.0%),
yielding a response rate of 70.6%. Respondents came
from a variety of industries, such as finance (56.1%),
service (10.7%), construction (9.6%), government
(7.5%), retail (4.8%), manufacturing (4.3%), and other
industries (6.9%).

5. Data analysis and results
5.1. Analysis method
Partial least squares (PLS) regression was chosen to
examine the proposed model for the following reasons.
First, PLS is suitable for assessing theories in the early
stages of development. Second, compared to other
SEM (structural equation modeling) techniques, PLS
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requires minimal demands on sample size in order to
validate a model [13]. These two reasons assure the
appropriateness of PLS for testing the proposed model
using the gathered data. This study used SPSS 23.0 and
WarpPLS5.0 to analyze the measurement and
structural models.

5.2. Measurement model
Content validity of the instrument was established
by ensuring that the measurement items are consistent
with the extant literature, pre-testing the instrument
and receiving guidance from a panel of experts.
Convergent validity was assessed by extracting
composite reliability and the average variance value
(AVE) [25]. Table 1 shows that the composite
reliability values for all constructs are larger than 0.5.
These demonstrate appropriate reliability and
convergent validity for all measures. Finally, the
discriminant validity of the instrument was verified by
examining the square root of the AVE [22].

5.3. Structural model
Figure 2 shows the analysis results of the model
with path coefficients, p-values of the paths, and Rsquare value. Significance tests for all the paths in the
model were conducted using a bootstrap resampling
procedure. Among the five hypothesized paths, four
are found to be significant at the level of 0.01. Fear of
social exclusion is negatively related to the intention to
share knowledge (β=-0.20; p<0.01) and KS culture is
positively related to the intention to share knowledge
(β=0.43; p<0.01) as expected. Paradoxical tension
between espoused culture and organizational culture is
shown in the form of fear of social exclusion. The
relationship between espoused culture and fear of
social exclusion is positive (β=0.37; p<0.01) while the
relationship between organizational culture and fear of
social exclusion is negative (β=-0.36; p<0.01).
Therefore, hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 are
supported.

Table 1. Quality of the constructs
No. of
Standard
Composite Cronbach’s
Mean
AVE
items
Deviation
Reliability
Alpha
IntKS
5
5.578
1.097
0.826
0.959
0.947
FearSE_H
4
2.100
1.261
0.846
0.956
0.939
FearSE_C
4
2.468
1.412
0.736
0.918
0.881
Affi
4
5.151
1.200
0.873
0.965
0.952
Inn
4
4.908
0.047
0.806
0.943
0.920
Fair
3
4.959
1.176
0.785
0.917
0.863
Coll
4
4.413
1.337
0.547
0.827
0.722
PDI
3
3.734
1.536
0.585
0.808
0.644
CD
4
4.493
1.229
0.677
0.893
0.839
IntKS: Intention to share knowledge, FearSE_C: Fear of contextual social
exclusion, FearSE_H: Fear of hierarchical social exclusion, Affi: Affiliation, Inn:
Innovation, Fair: Fairness, Coll: Collectivism, PDI: Power distance index, CD:
Confucian Dynamism

Table 2 shows that the square root of the AVE for
each construct was larger than the correlations between
the average variance and all the other constructs.
Furthermore, the results of the inter-construct
correlations showed that each construct shared greater
variance with its own measures than with other
measures.
Table 2. Correlations between first-order constructs
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0.909
2 -0.366 0.920
3 -0.187 0.670 0.858
4 0.316 -0.095 -0.047 0.739
5 0.102 0.192 0.242 0.215 0.823
6 -0.110 0.376 0.345 0.177 0.350 0.765
7 0.504 -0.357 -0.218 0.361 -0.012 0.017 0.935
8 0.405 -0.308 -0.120 0.315 0.192 -0.001 0.606 0.886
9 0.458 -0.244 -0.145 0.369 0.088 0.100 0.806 0.570 0.898
* 1: Intention to share knowledge, 2: Fear of hierarchical social exclusion, 3:
Fear of contextual social exclusion, 4: Collectivism, 5: Confucian Dynamism, 6:
Power distance index, 7: Affiliation, 8: Fairness, 9: Innovativeness
** The bold numbers on the diagonal are the square roots

Figure 2. Structural evaluation

6. Discussion and implications
6.1. Discussion
Applying paradoxical lens at the individual level,
we have examined a current gap in our understanding
of how contradictory cultures negatively influences
individuals and how these negative emotions (fear)
influence employees’ pro-social behavior (i.e.,
knowledge-sharing). Paradox at the individual level is
socially and contextually constructed [51]. Yet, despite
recent calls by [42] and Schad et al. [65], there is
limited empirical research that aims to understand the
cultural and contextual conditions that foster
paradoxical tensions at the individual level
(notwithstanding [41]). Similarly, current research
agrees that paradoxical tensions can result in negative
emotions such as fear, anxiety, or anger (e.g., [34]),
and has called for a better understanding of the
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relationships between these emotions and individuals’
responses.
In this study, we use paradoxical lens to empirically
measure the influence of the tension created by
balancing organizational and espoused culture on
employees’ fear of social exclusion and subsequent
intention to share knowledge in Korea. We chose
Korea as an example since the traditional Confucian
culture is in conflict with post-modern organizational
culture.
As expected, organizational culture of fairness,
innovativeness and affiliation increases KS intention.
As argued, the traditional Confucian culture had no
significant effect on KS intensions. This is because
Confucian culture is often contextual where sharing
information is situational and informal. Our results also
suggest that while organizational culture reduces fear
of social exclusion, espoused Asian culture increases
fear of social exclusion in the context of KS.
Furthermore, fear of social exclusion significantly
reduces KS intention. These results suggest that
employees face a dilemma and thus oscillate between
the two cultures. If the pendulum leans towards
organizational culture of fairness, innovation and
affiliation, employees’ fear of social exclusion is lower
and they are more likely to share their knowledge. If
the pendulum leans towards Asian espoused culture,
employees fear of social exclusion increases and they
are less likely to share their knowledge.
Previous knowledge sharing studies at the individual
level focused on individual traits or organizational
culture as antecedents of KS (e.g., [47]). In the
enhanced study of [68], a synthesized conceptual
model is provided incorporating organizational,
contextual, motivational, and individual factors as
predecessors of KS intentions. However, Wang and
Noe [68]’s model disregards the inherent
interrelationships between contextual and individual
factors. Understanding the interaction of these factors
and their effects on individuals’ intentions and
behavior is gaining importance in the complexity of
real business context. This study address this gap by
highlighting
the
contradictory
effects
of
interrelationships between individual factors (i.e.,
cultural norms) and organizational factors (i.e.,
espoused culture) on employees’ prosocial behavior by
applying paradoxical lens. While the concepts of
paradoxical synthesis and ambidexterity are touted as
ways to manage paradoxical tensions at the
organizational level, implementing these concepts at
the individual level is more difficult. Rather, we
suggest that our model supports the idea that people
“improvise”
[15]
depending
on
contextual
circumstances. Practically, employing paradoxical lens
may enlighten practitioners in understanding

employee’s prosocial behavior. Organizational culture
emphasizing innovation and affiliation is conducive to
knowledge sharing. It appears that the importance of
organizational culture lies in its ability to have a direct
effect on employees' knowledge sharing behavior. An
important caveat is that the effects of KS supportive
culture on knowledge sharing could be hindered by
espoused cultural values of employees.

6.2. Limitations and future Research
This study has several limitations, which provide
future research directions. First, this study was
conducted in Korea and thus has limited
generalizability. Future research could examine our
research question in other cultures. Second, this study
investigated only fear of social exclusion as results of
paradoxical tensions between espoused cultures and
KS supportive cultures. Future research can examine
other negative emotions such as anxiety or frustration.
Furthermore, Eastern specific emotions like fear of
losing face can also be examined in future research.
This study is limited, like other cross-sectional studies,
in attributing and validating causality. Future studies
could expand our understanding of paradoxes using a
process lens with longitudinal approach that explores
the proposed dynamics over time and assess causal
relationships.

7. Conclusions
By adopting paradox as a theoretical lens, this
study provides a better understanding of the
paradoxical tensions between Confucian culture and
knowledge supportive organizational culture and their
effects on prosocial behavioral intentions of
employees. Organizational culture of innovativeness,
fairness and affiliation reduces fear of social exclusion
and improves prosocial behavior in the form of KS
intention. Conversely, espoused culture in an Asian
context reduces prosocial behavior via fear of social
exclusion. We conceptualize fear of social exclusion as
the outcome of the paradoxical tensions between
Confucian culture and KS culture. Since fear of social
exclusion reduces prosocial behavior, managers should
foster KS supportive culture. When employees
oscillate towards organizational culture of innovation,
fairness and affiliation, they are more likely to
overcome their fear of social exclusion and thus share
knowledge.
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